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/ Chapter 1

/. INTRDDUCTIGN ﬁ" -

S
B /

Dne of thg/mast dlfflcult tasks af any admlnistratar, ’

whether in educa'

'“detérmine thé'e;fectiveness of persannela In- handllng this

prablem, admi’istratars geaeraliy use a system of. férmal

aevaluaticnsj The problems in dEtEleﬂlng emplayee effective-._i'

ness’ in business have been dacumented by the Canference

Ecard a business research graup. Two mager prablems cited

‘by the Ccnferehce Board ;nvalved inacturate appraisalg Qf

empleyee perfcrmanee and 1ack of time administratars spend

in ‘making evaluatlans.l D o “,_ “g

.

The prablems invalved in determlning tea:her effec-

Ed

tiveness are alsa wellsdccumented-and are 51m1lar. Lack of

time spent by, evaluatars, 1ack af communicatian between .

'*teacheré and evaluatars,tgnd dlsagreement DVEP farms and prov-

that _plague teacher evaluatians- Biddla and Ellena summed it-_

up well when they wr‘ate.

Wlth all this research activity, results- have ‘been

modest and often contradictory. Few if any facts are now -

emed established about ‘teacher-effectiveness and many.
fgrmal flndlngs have bgen repudiated. ‘It is not an_. _
LB v

N liggaéiéﬁéd'Pre%g dlSEatEh Chicagg Tribune, Novem-

ion, bu51ness, or some cher Iunctlcﬂ, 15 tQ_ :



('*‘ﬁzf A B exaggeratlan ta say that we da not F@daf know haw tc
cooTv e o gelect, ctrain far, enccuragg,'ar evaluaug teacher effecqx
‘tivanessi . , A A o

=

. ST ‘ 4 ’ - ; ' : : .
LN , Perhaps evaluatlans can be imprcved arid madg mcre L

accuratg if Evaluators knqw what teachers éhlnk of their

: evaluatlgns.Q If téachers disagree with all ar part gf their -

—

P
[}

: Evaluat1ans, there is a gc@d chance that very little, benefit

B will come’ of them.: . o f%‘7{’7 o o

"'T‘;T' " . E ”” et "f‘ I \ A * *;” oo "'/;—%E; - .
‘ST§$EHENT103:THE PRDBLEM[”

R R e o i

The magar abjective af tﬁis study was to assess secif
ondary—schacl teacher attitudes tgward th31r evaluatiens. Ta
achieve this abjective teacher aplnlcn was 5Gught by means

af a questiannaire dealing w;th afeas such ‘as the main purs_

. pose cf evaluati@ns, théjpécuracy af evaluat;ans, changesr %}

_made by teachers -after th31r evakuatians, and whether evalua}i

s tians ﬁere used to teaehers' dlsadvantagé- It was hYPché’;i%

sized that the requnses t@ these quéstlons wculd reveal

teacher attitudes toward. théir evaluatipns.
A sqcandary abjeetive ef’thia study was to %SferminEégﬁf'
the types of evaluatian forms and pracedures used ;n evalua— A
tigns-thraughﬂut Nartheast Nebfaska. Anather seeendary ’
ebjeetive was to as;§§§ the chgiges teachers say they wouyld *

Sl ! 1ike¥ta have made in evaluation prccedures usad in thélr

. 'schools., | A

- Eruce J. Biddle and Wlliiam J Ellena (eds.), Gcn—
témaara;{ Resgarch,cnﬁTeacher,Effectiveness (New Yark Ho It




ST “EACKGRDUND QE!THE SET:U.)} -

o The ;dea far thls study ariginated wheh a teacher
tﬂld the auth&?gthat her evaluation was b31ng used to int;ms‘r
1date her.  Because the purpase of evaluatlana 1s(ta stimu—! |
late the 1mpravement af 1nstructicn, the study was degigned_

to dis:avar if aﬁher teachers had a similar reacticn.v A

review cf the reiated llﬁerature disglosedrcpmparatlvely liﬁw L

R
tle research deal:ng with teacher assassment of their evalus

, atians;_ As a result a survey cancerning teaeher assessment

L 3 ®

L)
af their evaluatigns was made of sixty-three juniar-seniar

high—SGhDDl teachers in NartheaatﬁNebraska.3

i : : q
' 3A cemplete explanatlan of the methadalagy is con=-
tainad in Ghapter 3. ) o , . , .
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'tlan and 5uperviszan, and (3) teachers':react

graups da not always agree as to what: instrument should be"

'_tivenesa.,

Chapter 2 -

"ngVEY;oggﬁsiﬁTEﬁk;ITERATURE7jk o g

- . k i

The prééess5af evaluatian has prcbably been debated

by edueatars with mare intenaity and deepér ccncern than any

' ﬁﬁher aspéct Qf educabian{ The aubJEEt of this’ chapter 34‘7‘

includes three phases cf evaluatian. (1) crlticisms Qf past

evaluatian pracedures (2) the relatlanship blﬁween evalua— L

on-to superi

vis;an.f'”"

‘{ ~ i -u\? T "7;: .
- . .

H 3,

i“';QF'PAST_EVALUATiDﬁ?PﬁgéﬂbUéES

Gne magc; criticism af past EValuatlgn prgceduré& has .

H

been that teachers*and supervisars da nat always agree as*ta

what canstitutes effgctive teaching. In additian, thase

&

:used to measure téacher efieetiveness. A study of seleeted

teachers at: Sauﬁhern Illinais University, Carbqndale, I11i- .
nois, cancluded that pcssiﬁly neither the(teacher nor the

superviser is capable cf carrectly evaluating teacher effee—
l'¢ '

As a result of this controversy between -supervisors

-t . : . iv Y " . . r‘.

lDavid T McAfee “Evaluatian of the Teacher; Do
Teaghers and Superv1scrs Agree?“ High Schaal Jaurnal 582 339,
May, l975. R , o

- . - B »'5' . . . .
e ‘P L o ) ) .

J

B
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_ ,7 O e - |
e end‘tesehers, msny ﬂifférent types of evslustien fefms and

|tpreeedures Have been devised.l The fellewing ie a summsfy ef

L
’ evslustien prsetlees used in the lest flfty yesrs.v~

R

'ieeerding to’ Jsmes Buek snd Jemes Psrsely, prier te f

"snefdsrlng the IQBDe mest eduesters egreed the! best way te_j;;f

:eveluste the effeetlveness sf teeehers wss to ehserve them ﬁj

1;teeehing in thekelsssreem. In order. te sssist evelusters-:;t%i4ff~

f"’_':f' meesering the prefieieney of teeehers eduestien speeislists |
;_ferested reting seeles te determine the tesehers' segisl rele-'%
’Fttisns, instruetiensl skills, persensl characteristics, end- »
' :preiessiensl quellfiestiens.2 Hewevef, in: studyin evslue—

-

'-tiens bssed on-a reting seslg es e msjer determineﬁt ef teeeh—

»if71ng effectiveness, resesrehers found- the eriterie Jsed were i
fieften erbltrery snd vague.. In 1945f Reevis snd Ceeper snel—_ -
Aysed seeeifie items in rstlng Ierms. In their subsequent
-:re'ert they neted eertsln weekne,ses in rsting sesies com-

'm nly used in seheel syetems'e' 1er§ of definitien ef items,

"smbigeeus‘terme, snd “items thet 1inked twe independent elea'

ments fer a slngle ‘,dgement.1 “On. this besis the suthers een-t

eppeer te be invslid then, as eemprehensive

. eluded “Rstin;'
‘ measures ef elthef genersl or: speeifie teeching sbility-e§

’ - 2 James Je Euek and Jemes Fe Psrsely, Jr,, The Way W
cher Evaluation Policies sndrPreetiees!

-See_It: A Survey of Té
Dferent in . the State off
-;nfermstlen Eehtej,le,

. . iés H ,
B " 3W.-C. Reavis and.D. H, Eeeper,'Evei;etien of Teacher
. Merit im City School Svsteme.' Supplementary Educational on-

ographs, No. 59 IChlesg Universdity of Chicago Press, 1945),
citiﬂ\ty Hssel Devis "Evelutien of Gurrent Prsetiees in

A : s "




e f;f=”~r"f‘f"b” o ;ﬂ ey
ST e e

‘??In the same vein, A. G Hellfrltzech eeneludeg‘v“Teeeher rat- -

) T Faosl B %‘ ;
N -7Q'in5 eeelee wie e heve 11ttle in cemmen Wlth eny of the S e

teeeher ebillties m§eeured includlng the eblllty .of the )

o gteeeher te premete pup11 grewth.A In 1954 Harold’ M; Ander- .
T 5 .
 —, een eeemed te eencur w1th the flndinge of Eeev1e end Geeper
3 r L i K .. [ ] - .
eﬁd ef Hellfriteeeh‘ = ; ! - ;ﬁ‘;z *7

};zeeeﬂf »~f~e~~*In general~ne—edequete besie ~for- velldetien ef teaeh-'_ﬂv;~%>
- ‘e - ers exists at. present, There 1is apparently no ‘general E :
- agreement as to what is good teaching, and even if there
. -were, -présent day meeeurge leck the rel;abllity neces-
eerY fer valid criteria. ) ‘ . : .

o With the rev;vai ef intereet 1n merit pay prcpeeels
in the IQADe, it beeeme 1ncreeeingly important te meeeure theii

K “eﬁfectlve teeeher;“- In a number ef,etetes, pregreme were

inltiated in which euperv1eere would eveluete teeehefe en

,fectere ethef thé; dé%ree and- experience. The pregreme fer (f-
the most pert felledi As. of 1?57 in enly fEur of the eight

i

5§teﬁee eurveyed-—Geergie ‘South Carolina a, Tenneeeee, and Uteh

TUER |
AU j-—were pregreme etill in exiet.enee.6

Ede Ja -' n 5 .
é Rinehert end Wineten, Ine., 195ah

"y ;r”?,eP- 53!54.x | - 55m..p ‘ R N

¢ }i'f = LA. G. Hellfritzeeh "y Feetef Anelyeie of’ Teecher
:Abilltlee,“ Jeurnel of Exgerimentel Edueetien, 14 184, Deeem—

'”;ber, 1945. o N

S 5Hereld Milton Andereen, “A Study of Certein Criteria
" of Teaching Effectiveness,™ Journal ef E_Eer;mental Edueatien
23 69 S eptember, 1954; . a _ L

B : 6Jemee H.. MePhell Teeehef Eveluatlen——A State-b
{eStete Anel'eie, U. S., FEducational. Reeeureee‘Infarmeﬁ ‘on C
" ter, ERIC. Document, ED 014~ 4&.9, Dcteber 1967: States where
f;eupervieere ettempted to eveeuete teaehers by ways ethef ﬁhan

s B : S TR _~ O
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f;;5teapher5 in 1, 7QD sehnels end LED sehegl systeme Da{i_z

K thet we:e eeneide d in evelueting teaeher effee}ieeneeef‘é;*

;wene eex, ‘age, ei' cenemie baekgreund eeademie ‘achieye- . .-

ment. mariﬁel stetus intelligenee, and veiee-quality. .

en exheuetive etngy cendueﬁed in. 1957 invelving over 5

- M ’
was uneble te find en;%%erieble thet had- a significant cerre-

A,eletien with teecher effect1veneee.7 Ryans further explaiﬁ;ﬂ

;‘%s
thet effeetive teeehing muet be’ eerreleted w1th three ‘sets nf

PN

;Edegree and/e? experienEe 1nelude.:

: (1) Delawere. saiery inereesee fer teecEere with
eertain(retinge. L ;

: ‘ (2) Fleride* Cereer Increment Gempeteney‘Awefde end
Netienal Teeeher Exeminetien scores. -

(5) South Careline. Natinnal Teaehef Exeminetien.

,eﬁlf

7 o & . .
o (8) Utah: &Wenty dellers for egeh Distributien Unit "’
ane be epplied fer selery differentiels._

v +

(3),Geergie. Netiénel Teeéﬁer Exeminatinn eceree fer "

:sixtns and se#enth-yeer eertifieetee. o . . s
N (%) New York: Mefit Premdtienel Ineremente.' B
(5) Neg&h Gernll,' ‘a eeriee ef experimental pregrams.

, (7? Tennessee: a eelefy differential eupplement te‘::5'J}
'_'euperier teaehene.;;k , T _



R P T I S ~:8'

3 (l) The eeelal or eultural group. in whleh the teaeher

Co L eperatea ‘involving social values which freqqently diffetr

e * . from person té“person, _community to eemmunlty,_eulture to -
‘ B :ﬂ(calture and time te time, v .

ey (2) The grade level and aubgeet matter Belﬁg taught.

ca e o (3) Intellgctual and peraenal eharaetef;etlee of the

* puplla taught. ¢ : : : :

. s
-

f5lrg -';”at B In the 19605 a_new methee of eetlmatlng,teaeher'effee—

e _ ) :tlvenesa beeame pepular. Thla methed 1nvelved ebeerv;ng l.?'
" - N
interaetlen betweea the teaeher Jand. atudenta in a elaeeream. )

'.1Qi2 . In order to measure thle 1nteraet1en accurately, a number Jof

®

’1nd1cae were ereated' Flandera' Interaction Analyaie Preee=

. dure, Mark'e Verbal Reactien Eehav1er and- Leg and Dber s
I3 f .

VReeipreeal Categefy Syetem,; Thefe are diffefing epiniene in

R

r;_the llteratufe eeneernlqg hew much 1nteract1en analyale

-?galmpreved 1naﬁ?uct1an. Campbell and Barnee reparted that
Y
\1nteract1en analyeie prev1dee an appreaeh for ebjeetlve evala‘

uatien inetead ef the aubgeetive evaluatiena ueed thnaughaut

¥

ff;;the eeuatry; They wrete-

, We- can npw give the teaeher aemethlng daiinlte, both .
: in the form of diagnosis and subsequent progriosis to .-

v utllaee in improving his teaching, and perhaps we can

- move away from the- hopelessly vague felklare Whlch has-
-eeme to be ‘known as edueatlen; A

A leea entﬁuelaetie view than that of Campbell and

N . .

Barnee was that af Berah Raeenahlne*? l o .

It is peaeible that the major uaefulneea ef IA .
ﬁnteraetlen Analyei%] will be in identlfying extremea

7 : - .

t SIEid., p. 371. |

| gJamee Reeﬁ Campbell and Cyrua W. Barnee ‘“Interae-
tion Analysis~-4A Ereakthreugh " Phl Delta Kaaaan 50:589,
June, 1969. . . _ o

Ay




i : *

thet‘. the scette:‘ in the mz_j"le will be tec 1erge te flt .'
.any type of eurve. ‘

%

_ Queetiening eldef metbede ef eveluet;eﬂ educetlenel -
"reeeerehere have edveceted ?1V1ng the teeeher a more active
T“v C f‘irele in’ tne-evaluetlen preeeee. The retlenele behlnd th;e

eppreeth is thet 1f a teeehef has an active rele in the evele

'Auetlen preeeee, he w111 be more ept to eeneider uelng sng—

A geeted ehangee in hie inetructlen. One eyetem beeed on the’
feh - ’_;teecher eelf-eveluetlen concept was 1eunehed by E. Weyﬁe 7
= S _Rebeeen._ Ueing hlS own Teacher Self Appreleel Obeervat;enf‘*

'”'Syetem in- Gellfernle end Arlzene eeheele, Dr. Rebesen saw:

(l) an 1nereeeed awareness of different ;netruea
tlenel petterns.

(2) an improvement of teacher mereie and etéitué;i_
(3) impreved lnetruetien. o %
_ .- (4) increased student eehlevement.ll
' : ; A'reeent=innevetlen in the eveluetlen of teacher
,effeetlveneee is mleregteeehlng- In thie system a conven-
tienel lesson is eeeled down in three weye' it leets oniy

'flve or ten m;nutee* it is presented to e “cleee" of five've

ey

. | velunteere in place of the regular pupils; and it is deeigned f.

‘ fer the teeeﬁer te exhiblt just one epeeifie skill, whieh is~

the eubjeet;ef,the evaluetlene The leeeen is reeerded on’

. 1DBereh Resenehlneiiﬂintereetien Analysis: A Terd?
Comment," Phi_ Delte _Kappan, 51:446, April, 1970.

1lg, Wayne Robeson, "Teeeher Self Appreleel A Way
B : to Improve Instruction,” Jeurnel _of Teacher E;yeetlen 223
' 471, Winter, 1971. o O~ _ .

o . .
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. vldea-tape’*and while the teacher llStEﬂS to him; 1f—,hé;
: vrece;ves criticzsm from. speciallv-tralned Supervlsars.. Then )
he repeat‘;fhe lesson to-a new gragp of volunteers, in an
, ] .
attempﬁ to imprave on his flrst éresentaticn. From the
’vlaeegtape Df the sec@nd presentatlan the teacher can detera

~mine whether he haﬁﬁfmpraved.lg

‘have asserted that A teacher does nat .use the same technlques

~ . with a class of valuntéer “pupils“ as he’ does w;th a regdlar

L 3

class. Alsar bacause the teachlng 15 conducted. in an - artls

b _ | fitlal mllieu the Fesults may be ihvalld 13

_ Anather methad used ta evaluate teachers anQlVES
- acccuntaPlllty technlques. The concern cver acccuntabillty‘
 became so - widespread that bg}l??h farty state legislaturess-
had enacted or attempted to enact evaluatlan pregrams based
on acgauntablllty techniques. Have teaehers accepted accgunts
abllity in evaluatlan? In assessing the Mlchigan accauntabll—
ity sysﬁem E R. Hause, Wendell Rivers, and D. L. Stuffle=
”beam submitted that one of the mcst censurable aspects of the ’
"Michigan system was the use Qf ‘test scores as the magcr cris

teria for determinlng teacher effect;veness;lh -

_ 12V L. Gage "An Analytlcél Approach tc Ressareh on X
Instructional Methads,“ Phi Delta Kappan, 49 6@2 June, -1968.°

13Buck and Parsely, loc. cit.

- Migpnest Hause, Wendell Rlvers, and Daniel L. SﬁuEIIEﬁ |
beam, "An Assessment of the Michigan- Acdcuntabllity System,"
Phi_Delta Kappan, 55 567 June, 1974. R )
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In dlacuaaing the tatal wgghigan accountabll;ty

§ the autl"ar'a described it as MNa giant “snowball roll-

aing down a hidl."™ Whlla admlttlng tha acaauntablllty model

had a number of gaad faaturaa they found 1t "unfartunataly L

’waa not tharaughly thaught thrauah, and it has. gatharad aA

mamantum somewhat lacking in thagghtful eantral "15

In d;acaasing the accauntabllity pracaduraa used at

#

the Mt. Diablo school dlatrict in Calafcrnia, Ghrlataphar
Cary rapartad that tha raaulta had baan “somewhat 1&ss than

baffa" E}l%} ¢ Cary s majar crlticlama af the accauntabil=

- %

1ty pragram were: (1) thara waa too muah paparwark jnvalvaqg

(2) it anzauragad narrow taachingf and (3) the maaauring :aé,'

_davicaa were npt adaptad to all tha dlffarant prablama tha

taaahars canfrant. Ccry concluded that the "daad hand" of. ,
accauntablllty Pcan anly 1ncreasa bath paparwcrk and ‘para-
naia “17 o

Uaing accountability in Eatarmining taachar effec-~ o

tivanaaa aaama to fall in the same catagary as merit pay—n

althaugh it looks appealing 1n thacry it is axtramaly diffi-

cult ‘to put inta practica. In a raeant aurvay of 300, taach—

ers and student taaahars in a faur—atata araa, 79 parcant of

.tha taachara gaﬁarally auppartaa tha idaa of ac;auntability

151b1d., p. 669. ; .
1échriataphar Cary WThe Haavy Hand of Acaauntabillty "

- Learnin ng: The Maaaalna for Craat;va Taa;?ing, 23 24 March,

1974‘

: }7Ibid.? pp. 243 25, 25{'23@

Vo

Jin
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hcwgver, *gf that grcup, 55 pérCEﬂt had’ some .reservations.

Ié

The résearehers 1nterpfeted %hese reservatlaﬁa as evidence

'that whereas most teachers were not cppased to some type af
- .

| -,aggopntab$11ty in a hypauhetlcal sense, hﬂy felt it wculd
) ‘ ﬂo¥ work in pF%Etlcé-%? _ i
S - 5 In diséﬁss;mg acc@untabllity, Allan Drnstein 5tated
| ':thaﬁ befcre tha acecuntabllity mavement proceeds any farther

the fallew;ng questlcns must be ansWared- (1) Where does
o ] /
’ teacher accauﬁtabllity bEgln and end? (2) Wha determlnes who

'will be held acccuntable for what apd ta wh@m? (3) Haw are

! the results going tc be maaéﬁred? S

Dr.,Drnstein 8 reactien N
ta and smepti31sm abcut acccuntabllity are added 1ndicaticns_
*that even t@day numer@us pegplé quéstign its value. L ;,;;;

4LHE. RELATIDNSHIP BETWEEN EVALUATIGN
: AND SUPERVISIDN '

% B i) Tthtérm “supervisién";has maﬁ}-ccnﬁctations. Accord- :
S, -
ﬁﬂxa , ingstc the Merriam—Webster d;ctlanary supervi31an is “the .
. "a
51ng.“2 To the eduﬁ

‘%xact pracess, or eccupatian of supgrv

the deflnit?gn of supervisicﬂ is prebably nct as

NG N/ :
- impeftanfaas the purpose, that is, to imprcve 1nstruﬂt1¢n.
= . 5"‘%,‘ ) - » _ ‘

: 18Thamas L. Gaad and others "How Teachers Vlew
Accountability," Phi Dela Kap an, Sé 36?-358 January, 1975.

e ’ lgAllan C. anste;n "The Pclitics of Accauntabll*
A Eg " Journal o6f Research and Development in Education, 8:

175, Naveﬁﬁér,_1§75’

2DPhilip Eabcack Gave and athers (éds;), Webster's
Third New International Dictionary of the English Language
U_abrid ed (Spr;ngfleid Méss.. G. & C. Merriam Ccmpany,:




o B
(- A o Althaugh teehn;quea of * %upervislaﬁ have chaﬂged in thg last ~
S C seventy years the malnzgcal has not, ,As early as 19¢3, an

" - artlcle in A Cvclcpadia -of Educatlar cantalned the statément

"The chlef functlon af supervisfan is ta<;?pravemteaeblﬁs

'practice "21 Thlrty yaars later,- 1n .the. Encyclcpedla of.-

| VMcdern Educatian superv1315n Qf 1nstruct;an was. deflned asi - ’
."the varieﬁy af means used by adminlstratcrsJ Superle@fsj ‘i}
and teachérs thémselves t@ 1mprgve the teaching and 1earning
prccess-“gz » _

Iﬂ 1959, H,: M Harmes deflned SupéerSlDﬂ as "serv-

;E.

23
ices prcviﬂed figathe imprcvement of 1nstruetlﬂn.r 3. In
2 .

S Ap—

‘-1975 Kimball Wiles defined instructional superv131aﬂ as "an

_@rganlzatianal behavicr system that interacts ‘with the teach—

?

.iﬂg behaviar system to imprave the quality cf educatiaﬁ fcr
: Sﬁudents_?g4 ,'\; . v

Althaugh educaticnal researchEﬂs agree thab the mastﬂ

impartant goal Df superv151cﬁ is the 1mprcvement Gf 1n5truc-
Voo

ticn they have th determined whether this actually happens.

_ 21y enrf] S{Ezsalléj "Supervisicn of Teaching," A
edia of Education (1913) , L68.

_ 42 ‘Leo M. ChamEerlain and Freeman R. Butts, ‘“Supervi— o
sion’ Qf Instruction,™ Encyclopedia of Modérn Edqqatidg, ed. ‘-'
Harry N. Rivlin (New York: Phllcsgphlcal Library In%:, 1943), '

© Pe 781,

L co 23H M ﬂarmes “Imprgviﬁg Teaching through Supervi-
sion: How Is It Warking?“ Educational Administration and /[
' Superyision, 59:169, May, 1959. , . _ v

El*l(ir!:lball Wiles and John T. Lavell Su;erv151aﬂ far
’Better Schools (Englewood Cliffs N. J. Prentice Hall
7571, p. vil. k2 ,

L)

s
F"‘T—&
C
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- 21atlcn camplated a survéy af admlnlgtratlve practlues in

. :r"/ LT

BRI " the area of evaluatg;n and thé reaction, gfiteachers prlnci-
e T pals, and Eupﬂrlntende%Fs ta thesg practlcés.' To the ques—‘
_tlan “What d251rab1e outcomes fram the prcgram of teacher f -
evaluatlen have you cbserved in ycur schcal system?‘ Add |
other ccmments if ycu wish,” the~@utcome mentignéd m@st fre-
quently\by superlntendents, prlncipals ‘and teachers was éhat

>the program "stimul;tés staff ts(impfcve instruction."” 25

Whereas th1§ seems 1 .cancur with what educatlonal reseafch—

&

ers_prev1ously have

,auﬂd a clcser laak at the data is’ in

-

order. 1In no graup partlclpatlng in the survey dld cver LE

percent cf‘the suﬁérlntendents, 52 percent of the. pflnclpals :

. T
o or 25 . pereent of the. teachers making wrltten camments,“ f
= _ o -
L resgcnd that evaluatians 1mpfoved 1nstruct1@n.26 o B
-~ 3fﬁ : In examlnlng these percentages it is impartant to ‘ 5

teache&s dld.

19K T :

camments stated they "had Dbserved no deslrable eutcames Irgm
. Q

the schccl system's teacher evaluatlan pragram." 27
. ( e "

One of th® teachers' major criticisms concernlng

“ their }aluaﬁians gas that adﬁin;stratcrs were too busy w:Lt.h

i

)" | 25Nat1onal Educatlcn Assgclatlcn!sﬁeaearch D1v1s;cn Jffl
Evaluation of Clgssroom Teachers (Washington, D.C.: N§tlcnal S
Education Association, 19@&) Pe. 54

§  o o © 261p34., pp. 83, 90, 101.
27Ibld-; Pl 68; - 7 ) . !
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Lifectlve éVé%uatlﬁﬂS.ES

?»_7 - nthar dutles ta candu&ti Teachers

L

-were nat the only aﬁéa with this complaint.. In all but Dnefg

S E{ the categcrif'

& qpflﬁ21pals survgyed rapcrted their- schedules did nct allaw

'Df pflnﬁlpals surveyed aver half of the

T

enough time : fer ‘accurate evaluations of classrgam teachers.29

very poor joh

One pr1n71pal cammented‘ "I feel I am len?
55_7\, in the %rea Gf teacher Evaluation‘_ Other d tles’prevent‘ .

visitaﬁigns as much as I would deﬁ%?e- n30 .T N

In a similar study, some Louisiana. schcal superv1sgrs

revealed they spent most of their time peffcrmlng tasks such

a2

-as.v1sit1ng classracm§, dalng clerlcal work, c@nferrlng with

‘ princ1pals and teachers ‘working with 1ay grgups t?aVEllh%,

"{»"F)‘.'.: T %

eﬁfs ‘and- partlflpatlng in conferences. Qn.analySJS, nearly half

;%’ N o af these actlvit;es turned cut to be unrelated to the 5.
o " - impr cvemeﬁt of 1ﬂstructicﬁ.3l ‘ . S '
Y = ' - % s

Flnaﬁly whether evalgatlgns were written or aral

. — r
seemed to have gn ;mpact on their effectiveness.‘ 1In schccls

i
"“'if

f_ whére written evaluatigns were used, larger percentages Qf

"it

prlncipals and teachers repgrted imprcved 1n5tructign than

\r"‘
in schgals where oral evaluatidﬁ?‘were used.E? |
LT B o < K S
“%Ibiqa., p. 90. . o > .

301p14., p. 71.

' ’31Thamas R. Landry "Lguislana Supervisors Examlne
Th31r Practices," Ed"catlanal Adminlstratlcn and Supervision,

59: 31@ September, 1959. - S RN
N 32 "National Educatian ASS@ElEtans—RESEaFEhti%vislﬂﬁ, .

Op. Eitn, P 55: » - ﬁ
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One 1nfer;nc; that can be drawn from. this ev1dance is:
. _
. 'y i L

Superv1acrs shsuld také/a magar rclefln evalgatlng teach éfs e
but many dc ﬁDt. Hben supervisafs do not’ speﬂi encugh tlme_

.
¢ _ W1th evaluaticas, they cannot détElen9 whlch teachers are

H . -

7 incampetent. Mcre 1mpértant théﬂtlally gaad teachers may -
remaln medlacfe becaLSE many cf the recgmmendatians that '

cauld have been made to 1mprave teachlng have not been made.
- - = i

o gEacHER EEAGTICJN-TD SUPERVISION

L3

is the reactign of the teacher to the cgncept af super-

115cussing this issue . Cogan noted that whenever -

teachers antlclpate be1ng sugérvised_they reacg in cnefcf two

B .egeneral wayss . 9! ot 4 | ,
' e (1) a klnd qf ematicnallzed allegiance to. the cohcept
i of superv151en- or 7 ] - _
_— o . (2) a swift and appfehen51ve regecticn of a } but a
ST 7 narrow range af appraved superviscry activitie 3
| Beyond these Cagan llsted six specific types of
téache§::gactian toward supervisian"

- (1) a clear ambivalence’ abcut superv151an* a dramaticr
¢« contra$t between a Strong commitment to the priﬂciple of

supervision and a Stubborn, deep—seated distrust of’

dlrect supervisary 1nterventlcn in the classrocm*

- N o (2) a desire to focus supervi31@n ‘on inspiratiqnal - ,
. \kr. leadersh;p and on broad objectives rather than speciflcs‘ .
~

(3) a need for a "human relatlgns" erientatign i‘ni
. the entire endeavor;

.

: 33Marris chan Clin_gg} Supérv1sien (Boston: Hough- -
ton Mifflin Ccmpany, 1973) 15_ _ . :
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&

: (4) a generalized rejeetlen ef SQPEFVlSlQn deelgned
- Bo work directly ‘on chengee Ain the teaeher’e classroom

ehavler‘ . S ,e : . o

\\ : a need to exert pewerful eentrele over ‘the kinde_
of eupervieien practiced in the schools, expressing-

" itseélfk sometimes 4s a demand for self-supervision or for.
. eupervesien melnly by invitation; and __f " .

W (6) a need of some teachers to eeek therpreteetive

anonymity of a group through a focus on §£eup werk rather
- than individual- programs of 1mprevement

=

1

Agreeing<i prinelple with Cegen but writing more
eendidly were Caee;LBanee and Sendfe Feldmen. Benee, in
eebeerving teeehere' dgﬁtruet ef the euperv1eer ﬁepefted
L _thet teeehereﬂere net 1ike1y to repert eny of - their weeka_
I _{f?' | nesses to the supePV1eer 1eet thie be ueed as "just eeuee“
{f for not renew;ng thelr eentreet 35 R ,_ﬁﬁggjz N
. S Feldmen ergued thet teeebere may feer Supefvisers .;
.:2 " because they eeﬂld be the victime of an eveeien of responsi--
| “bility pfbeeee. Thet ie in attempting to evede -responsibil-
Lo | ity fcr some teaeher'e action thet hee aroused the anger ef
"perente of the’ echeel beard, er ef eny other greup, the prin-e
3eipe1 mey eemplain:’“It'e hot mY fault the teacher's eentraet
"prevente te frem deing what yeu euggeet "35_ In her mest eeid
eemment Feldman eeid tethere fear eupervieien beeeuee. |

. et exieting methods of eveluating are subjective,
punitively eriented beeed on the epinien of euperv1eere

ot

M1bsa.
35Qbie§ge'T§;§gge, October 5;'1977,’Se;9'1 p. 7

col. 6. | 7
36Sendre Feldmen Teeeher Eveluetien. A Teeeher

Unieni t'e View, U. S., Edueatlenel Resources Information
Center, ERIC Deeument ED 086—547, November, 1972.

. i 7 7
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- " who do not kﬁew more ebeut teechlng than they do;
o Lpﬁeee evaluations) are easily used in a dlSEFlmlﬂatlﬂg
~ ., tway against the outspoken, the nencenfermere the unlen
' ' eet;v1et the ereetlve . ;_.-e .

w S T ”SUMMARI

**'=;i The related lltereture deelt w1th three eepeete ef

eveluetlen. e:ltlelsme ef peet evaluetlen preeeduree‘ the
_ﬁi'f*‘vw.iﬂ felat;enehlp between eveluetien end euperv1elen, and teeehg
P :

N

~exs’ reaetiene to eveluetieni
In EFltiClsmS ef peet eveluet;en preeeduree it was

. *’: - <;cted that teeehere and eupervieere de ngt elweye agree as te

L "} the meet éTfective 1netrument for theee preceduree. Theee

i

preeeduree mede uee ef reting ecelee mer;t.pey, cemperieene

f.f'" .- .
5 f teeeher eherecterietlee with- speelfle euteemee interee-

—fen enelyeie, teeeher invelvement “in - eveluetleée, micro-

! _
teaehing ﬁechniquee and- eeceuntabllity teehnlquee._

The lltereture dee,'ng w1th the.- reletienehip between'i
. B '

‘eveluetien end eupervieie

eveeled that in the eplnien bf

'-—

superintendente the meet impertentwg o

o= f

pnineipele, teachers, end_

fgeel .of- eveluatien is the imprevement ef inetruetien.' Eeth

';"ikz - teechere and prineipele eempleined that net eneugh time was’ %»3}f
epent by prineipale in evelueting teachers.’. 1{&’ L i

In dleeuseiﬂe teaehere' reeetiene te'eveluetlen the

=1 tereture ehewed that teachers react in verleue weye toward -

wiéff o eveluetlen from acceptance of evalqatlve eetlviteee teee;
'te;el'rejeeti%f of them. & R ﬁee o 371;_ : 1}

37Ibid




- Chap erv% - o
T L
_ANALYSIS QE THE DATA
i o (i - . e ' E—,‘: 7 SRR
The purpase Df’thls chaptgr is to describe tha sample
’ Selected fnr the survey and explaln the pracedu}es u%ed in

S gatherlng ﬁhe data. Alsg, the chapter 1ncludas the resultg

der;ved from- the data abtalned in the survey.

R
S HETHODQLGGI :
A - E . . |
oo The aim Qf thls study was to gather 1nfcfmat;@n and
! . ) data related to junior,and senior hlgh school teachers';

8 3 assessmeﬂts of” evaluations 1n publlc andxpargchlal systems'
in. Ngrtheast Nebraska. A questlcnnalre and a letter explain—
ing the intent of the survey (see Append;xes) were mailed Ec e
one teacher “in each of flityaseven publlg schcals and six |
parachial Schaals 1n N:rthea 3t Nebraska, selected at randcm

7 from the Nebraska Educatlcnal Dlrectcry (1976- 77). Ncrtheast

=%

L Nebraska was deflned as thit)part of Nebraska bounded .on the

s

1
P ncrth and east by the Misscuri Rlver \h\the sauth by \ -
| Nebraska highway 91, and 39 the west by Nebraska hlghway 14.

I, ]
Each teacher was assured ananymlty; The questlcnnalreu were

4 . F
~ mailed ‘on chember 12, 1977, to the selected teachers. Of a Ek
(passible sixtyathree respanses forty were re351ved f@r a
63 percent Fétufﬂ-: The data were theqitabulated and dnal-g :

-;y3éd; A fcllcw—up study Qf th@sg wha did not retufn the

B T
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o S “ ° 1
¢ . questlgnnalfés was not cénductsd because oWing to the ‘ant:)-si

seag |

E

nymity Sf the- respanaents it was 1mpgsslble ta determine |
- el e

: whieh teaﬂhars had nct returned questignnalres. _ |

= Ah{Aifs_’I_ﬂs ‘QF"TEAEHER RESPDNSE

_udlgbrict in/,artheast Nebraska w;th a- schQQL cgntalﬁ%ng

L grades seven thraugﬁ’twelva.f of the fcrty returned three 7

o - lacked answers ta most of the questions because teachers aﬁ‘ V_“
these schagls hadﬁﬁat been evaluated. Scme other respoﬁdents -
did not . answer all questlans and’ Still cthers dld not follow
'diréttians, so th at. the respon es tg some of the questlans

had t@ be throw gti L ié;"

,./

i"" B N o~

. _;_ffag ;Iaught bv Teachers I - ‘_' F:j)

Because teachers with mcre experience mlght réact

-differént;y to. evaluatlans than thase w;th less experience,
e -teachers were asked the number cf years they had taught in
ey § their present sch@al Table l (see page 21) shows the number

Qf years the teachers had tau&ht in thelr present schecl. It

‘ —

~. was fcund in this SurVéy that a magarity cf the teachers in
R the sample had taught fcur or more ryears iﬂ the;r schaol-

The small percentage of first year teachers can be attrlbuted a;%;m

ta the fact that the samplé was selected from the 1976—1977

editian of the Nebraska Educatiaral Dlrectarv and ‘the survey
was caﬁduCted before the 1977~ 1978 edltian was avallgble‘ as

a result, most. of ‘those teachers w@g would have beensin‘thelr'

Ll

. . . :
=+ ; . R SR e ans
] ] f) - ) S \ T, .

) ) . - .




3 i) = ‘; : »a;
\ gorn
- # ) : .
D x 5 , 2l
T - 4 o _. * . C » t V ' = - o v 3

Taﬁle l

L

. - | ) Numbér Gf YEEFS T;ught in Pfe.;g‘ﬂt Sﬂﬂgal

‘é —— —_ — e = = — — r'?‘ '
*erars taught‘in j’iz* " Number . e Percent =
présent schaal T ERRTE ST s e T
- * . — = . - = v
\ .r> : l' - ' " 1 ) Y ; s
2 = 9 A
. S EEET
‘_ 3. . ; ;5 ) .
{ 4 or more . - ey
Total a0 . 100,00

=

fv7;'?me%%ééfirét;yeér c£ teaching would not be in¢luded in’ the sample.

Sﬁmbar and>LenEth gf Evalﬁgtiaﬁ3, -

The number and length of classraam evaluati@ns were i;ffﬁb

‘also c&ns;dered to have a signiflcant 1mpact on teacher:

assessment of thelf evaluatigns-'henee theér;:pondents were
';-asked thé numbef and length of classrucm evaluab;
»{%Anather cancern was whether there was any relation between
:ﬁif "~ the nuwﬁer cf years. taught and the number of evaluatlana a ... .
. teacher had in a year. - Tables 2 and 3 (see page 22) show . Q
the number and length of evaluaticns of these teachers.l of
special interest in Table 2 is the fact that 10 percent of o
o the teachers received no fgrmal evaluatians. gér'l
- Table 3 ShQWS that the magcrlty of the évalﬁétians
i?lasted ‘between thirty mlnutes and Qne hour, Hawever 25 péF!:>
N .~ cent of the teachers' évaluatians 1a5ted leéss than fifteen

!

k;yf}uéi"mlnutes, supparting one of the magar cr1t1c1sms by §eachers
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Number of Timee Reependente WETE‘:
‘eEveIuetedvin,e School Year.

dutlee te eenduet comprehensive eveluatiens.

;'ée__.~A 

1n Chepter 2-—that 1e,vedm1ﬂletraters ere tee buey w;th

V.HQi,- Nﬁmber ef g;;
Evaluetiens R

P_er’ceE',

M
N

‘e . . L4 or‘more - . - S S

10.0
35.0
k7.5
5.0
| 2.5

Total

Table 3 'E s

Len%Ph of Eveluatiene S

“Percent

Up to 15 minutes | N
“From 15 to 56 minutee
) Frcm 30 minutes te one heur

f‘Mere then one heur R 1.

" 28
‘28

. Total




h Paraan Ca,'uctin'

' catcra assert, ‘that evaluating taaehara is one of the primafy

Wt
%
-

23

Table A (aaa page. 24) ahawa a furthar analyala of tha
data, tha ralatian between the numbar af yaara taugbf and tha
numbar Df evaluaﬁlana a taaehaf had per yaar. Fram the data

it appears that the more yaara of taaching experience aj

| taachar ‘had, tha fewer avaluatiana mada par yaar. Only»pnav'

o teachar with fcur ar more yaara af taachlng axparlanca, and' -

no teachar with three yaara of teaching exparienge, had mara.

than(two avaluatiana per yaar‘ wharaaa 33 parcant cf taach—'

- ara,with twa:yaara ai.axparlanca-hadznara than twc:avalua—r

’tiana_’

Evaiaatian1

Dthar than the taachar, tha moat 1mpcrtant person

;iﬁvelvad in tha avalaatian is the avaluatar- Th;a:pafaan

has ta maka a. judgmant as to whathar tha taaehar‘a parfarm— i
'anea is aupariar, madiacra, or poor. Alaa! baeauae many adu-i.__
X
;’fungtiana af the principal this regearcher aaught to- dia-_

icavar if thia Hara the caae in thla a“'vay. Far theae rea-

_'far evaluating;taachara. It appaara fram Table 5 (aaa

page 25) that in maat schools the principal alone 15 tha

avaluater.

=

Fcr‘ma and Pracaduraa Used in Evaluatlcna :

Imparaanal as acta ef the avaluatian that also hava

A magar impact ob taachara are the typa of farm uaad ‘and the

Y =

VIaafa Tau ht varaua N Ag of Evaluatlana par Year '--p,” -



o Lt 1 Relatian bétween Numbér Df Years Tausht
Lo = 7 and Number of Evaluatigns per Ye%gg

K Iears.taﬁght in | Number of . NumbeanifteaéhgrSi", Percent = -
~.present school., . ~evaluations having this ‘number . . . .-
T L  per- year . of evaluations
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L p— o

i* 7 -\ Tablerﬁ;;;rlf  1, 7: j “1.:ﬂ;
Persan(;) Respanslble for Canduutinw Evaluatlens '
= = f*;——ﬁ———"'é?' = f;ﬂ"—’*f{r '_ef — ,‘s;%:{rh )
"Persan(s) responsible 1Nuﬁﬁef'j Percent
far Evaluatians ‘ - .
'v_P;;neipal :  j_° |  _.fAe1q 28 L 77
1 ‘Sﬁp§finﬁendénﬁff o 2 - S %
.fBepgrtment'heaé };} ,1  =_9' T  -0 S ‘ ;;0 g
‘Gam@itteéfgffefaluatarag ' ‘-* 3
. gPrincipalsghd'snperiﬁteﬁdEﬂt} A % R .'14 s,
¢ R s . 5oL T
e R {iﬁ N
Tctalz- . . 36 - - Y 100
v i . s o 77.,. . 7\* . _ 7 e

' variaus praeedures used befcre and aftgr the Evaluatlan.'

Because these forms vary frcm diﬁtriet tn district teachers

[
were asked what forms and Fracedures were ‘used in. their eval—_

'-uaticﬁg?axThe data in Table 6 (see page 26) shew that: several
7typas of farms arE‘ﬁsed. Althcugh no single type of form 1is ii

7

the mast papular,-, small maaarity af the evaluatars used

single type, not a ccmbinaticn.- Those thaﬁ checked "cthar“ o

hdescribed diiferent fcrms used, Amcng them were" “clased

form with written camments,“ “na fgrmal form,“ “verhai evalu—x

atlan n and “strang and weak Dcints listed. ' o

as Hit the fbrms, several evaluatian pracedures were

usédﬁiﬁ»thg aif ferent schgalai Table 7 (see page 27) shows

~ the pracedures used" bf the Evaluatcrs.' It must alsc be

A
mentianed that every respcnden& to thls questian specified a

. cambinatian af ﬁwa or mgre pracedures. What cculdfngt be

[
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Table 5

*VTypé Qf-fﬁfm used" f_ﬁ. } - Numbéf
Gpen form with written R _ :' _ 10

. comments S
élased farm w1th'a-' fo‘ ,ié;' -5
" checkllst T A
Rating scales T ' 1/£; QS;

Videataped evaluatiaﬁs-‘ : [ ; _ 0 IR f*DgQ _
Gambinatiens*gf twe or more . 12 | o 'BE;Saj 
- of the above S o ' : . R

3.‘Gﬁherisingleftypes‘%xi . ;';7;:' L  19sD‘;
fntal ,, v 3 71000

shown n the table were the exact cambinatiuns and becsuSE

)

they were nat a majar cancern of the study they weré not

tabulated.

Euf;gge,cfvaaluatiQns'

| If evaluatians are to have any signifieance ‘they must
serve a 5peciric purpose. Many educatianal researchers agree
‘that the primary purpcse af eva uatians is to 1mprove instrucﬁ '

tian¢ Yet in Qne 5tudy,_based n written camments, cnly 25.5

H

N percént of the teachersareparted this was the reason for

' their'évaluatignéi iﬁ order tc'detéfmine'what teachers ih 

the sample believe is the main purpcsE af evaiﬁatiéns t@ey

E

were asked to make a judgme*} as to this main purpose.

Tatle 8 (see page 28) shows that many of the téachera

! . “i(
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1

BEnY

",Teaeher receives help as ‘a

: l

N -‘

Pr@cedures Used i Teacher Evalua\laﬁs

“Préceduresu':;gl' o Number - .7 . Percent

i . : R B L

Precanference cancernlng the. f, 0 - "GQ
1essan taught R . . .-

Pestcanierence cﬂncerning the .5'115.°:i':-, o :_j'rhé' '
‘lesson. taught o ﬂ. - Sy ' ' '

Date and time ‘of the evaluatlcn 6 3 16 -
set’ by the teacher ' o v _ .

Evaluation criteria known to S22 .60
the teachér . v o m : .

Explanaticn of evaluatlan oo 28 ' o 75 o
' results : L .

Unannaunced evaluatlans - ‘:; - 26 :.. f. ' 72

Teaeher aignature on all - 27 - 2- " v/
_evaiuatians ' ) A - - o

“Teacher receives a copy Bf ' '25 Sot.n 70

’ evaluatian results - L N I L
recel P 16 R % B
“result ‘of evaluatia:s ' . S

¥

.surveyed ﬁaintained thét.evaluatiahs‘afa intendéd to improve

instruction. One teacher‘cemﬁenteé that the maiﬁ purpose ¢f 

evaluatians was to determlne 5alary increases. ;Efaluatians

&

uﬁderl;e "merit pay ralses tc ‘those of us at thp top of the

‘master's scale. Theg get $lOG $BDD "$500 depending on their

e#aluaﬁich,“u Ahathef'teachEF, cbvicusly displeased with an-

evaluation, ‘cgmmehted ‘"yhg - knaws?“

Because evaiuatians are used to detect Eupeﬁ}éfp med-~

iocre, and‘paor teachlng, evaluators can suggest ways to f

e



. is nat elear how many teachers make changes in their teachf

aeher Pefcapt;ens of the Maln Purpase,
of Evaluaticns : )

-

. Perceptlanst R . Nuﬁberr-'r’ | Percent
Stimulates gtaff to 1mprave . gii» 12 o _QOQ.:
T instruc ion . - N o B _ o
Inﬂreases cammunicatian between 3 10
“teachers and administratars I : N .
Improvament of’ the schcﬁl facliities f:_ i3: :“ . 10
and curfiéulum A , ' o ’ S
Serves as a means of kee ing "good" 6 . 20
- teacher and remavlmg "paar“ ones - o ST
ggher - ¢ "

-vimprﬁvé teaehing. Many evaluatcrs prgbably do thia, but it

after their evaluatlons. This waé a ‘concern in this St@ﬁy;

"henee teachers were asked 1£ they, had made éhanges in thair

:-teaehing te:hnifség after their evaiuatiens-i Df the thirty__

'.five resPQndents to. this quastian, ighteen, or 51 percenﬁ
of the teachers answered that they d;dgnat make chaﬂgas and
.;seventean, or 49 Percent answered that they did. One
'téacher ‘who said he had made ehanges camenteq‘ “Iﬁfaree
'1earning less and naw I am able to’ understand studeﬁts and
o their mistakes w;th more insigﬁt. " One teacher wha said he

did nnt make any changes wrote: "The perscn dging the evalusA

. ation knaws 1ess abaut teaching. than the teacher."ﬁ

"y o



A "ff{ ' ef the main purpeee of eveluetlens ‘and a. teaeher'e making

eﬁangee in hie teeehing techniques after his evaluetlen?‘

| : Apperently there ie., A further analysie of the deta shews
;ﬁg ; :j that Sh pereeﬂt ef these ‘who s;ated t;et the maln purpeee efi‘
;fgv }‘.;.5 evalqetiene was ‘to improve inetrugtlen ‘made ehenges in, their A
| teaehing techniquee; Of those whe felt their evaluetlen
servee eeme ether purpeee, 63 pereent did net make any
ehgﬂégé in their teaching teehniquee; This suggeets thet if'
: evaluatere seek ehengee in teeeh;ng teehniquee frem evalua_

| _tions they should - have eeme eert of agré%ment with teaeheréi

" l—

»-Aas te the purpeee ef eveluetienei

ae Aecfrate Aseeesmente of Teaehin

Eveluatiens

In order fer teaehere to. find their eveluetlene bene—
‘ fieiel they must aeeept theee evaluetiene as aceurete eeeess—_

G | mente of their perfermance in the elesereem.; Evaluatiene are
Yﬁe_' - worth 1ittle to teechers whe que;%pen their aeeuraeg In. ‘

o erder to determine whether teaehere eeeept the accuracy of-
their eveluatiene, the sample was asked whether their. evelu—

atiens were aeeurete assessments of their teaching perferma

_ aneei of the thirty!five~respendente to thﬁ% question, r
N twenty—three, ‘or 66 pereent, asserted’ their evaluations were
net an accurate aeeeeement ef their teeehing; and twelve, err
v 3L pereent— asserted they we;e- In meking negetive eemmente 
o on this queetieﬂ ene teaeher wrete,;“ﬂhen an edminiet rator is.

in your room pupile will react dlfferently.e Anether

: !
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i;,ataly raflact thalr taaching patantial.:ﬂ o

k:‘Tima Spant by Suparviaara on Evaluatiana

ﬁ._jngt apand anpugh tima on’ avaluaticna. Yat th% amaunt of

Az"}jcammahﬁaa "ﬂna pariad Par year .gives very | llttlé indlcaﬁiﬂ“;=‘:'

aaf taaching parfarmanca L fimi -"fi ;a?:=:?~'

Da taachara maka changaa in ‘their taachlng if thay

.

'accapt thalr avaluatians as: accurata aaaeasmamta of thair

-lftaaching pafformanca? Tha aafa aaam tc indicate thay do. Of o

the twelva wha accapted thair avaluatlana aa accurate aaaaaa—f:

manta of thair taachlng parfarmanea 92 pereant mada changaa

in' thair taaching practiaaa. One may infaf fram thia atatia-ih

itic that bafara teachara maka changes in the;r taaching prac‘

E ticaa, thay muat ackngwladga that thair evaluat;ana accur:'

!

i N

-

A ma jor camplaint of taachara ia ﬁhat auparviaara do -

i

" time spent on this aamp;gﬁ'task of avaluating a lesson may ;;

'1nf1uanea the &uality of that avaluatian. Do auparv;aara

apaﬂd ancugh tima on avaluatiana? Taachara were aakad if )
thair auparviaars apant anaugh tlma in avaluating them. "Of

the thirty—fiva raagggéanta, twanty, or 57 parcent answa;ed

‘that their suparviaara did not - apand anaugh time in evaluat—

'ing tham_ Dne taachar aammantad h;a auparvisar spent “aﬂaughzl

time but not ‘enough effort.m Haw much tima is-enough? As is

clear fram the taachara' cantradlctary raapcnaaa in Table 9

’-(aaa paga 31), there ia no canaanaus amang the raapandanta

cancarning how much time is encugh for the auparvisar tg

i_apand in avaluatlng teachers. Tha largaat'numbara of both !5

g
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B A Camparisan of Length and Numb Df Evaluations to
Teachers‘ Responses to the Questlcn

. Your Supervisor Spends Encu?h
) Time Evaluating Youz™

"Do You Feal

SN .
-—  — —— _— S

,,‘fi;;}élk_éf'iength' V'ﬂIé§§ {fPerceﬁﬁl ﬁﬂp"i-)Pé:;;nt
Up to 15 mlnutes - 4 27 . 5 25
~l Ffam 15 tc 30 minutes ‘ﬂﬁpwa ,2?:; -5 25

Fram 30 miﬂutes to -one - haur_f}E ﬁ L0 15 - %EQHT
~ More than one heur i 1 - 6? - o
| k f:vff, N A I ~
t -y Total 15 100", 20 100

positive and negative respansea were fram téachers whase

'_'evaluatians were the same 1ength of time——fram thirty min-

utes ‘to one hauf. e

L Ieachgfsi Reéctian"gij’ministraﬁafs' Use’cflEvaluaﬁiéﬁs

0 A vital concern to most tédchéfs is administratqrs' )

a7 use cf their evaluatians. In -order fer evaluaticns to be

beneficial teachers must net fear that the results of their

evaluatians will be used to their disadvantaga.v

have this fear? Df the thirty—six respandents to this quess'

Do teachers

tien thirtyathree, or 91 perzgit did not fear ﬁhat the

results of their evaluatians were used ‘totheir: diﬁadvantage.‘

One teaéher ‘who respcndsd that the evaluaticns were used tc K

his disadvantage commented, “Dnly becausg @here was very 1lit-

“ L tle feedback.fér charfge "

% ' : | * 2




o't . . 4 + S S
: i/x . — - -7 i’ d .
s Anather factgr 1niluencing tEe aecuracy Df ‘the:
/iA F

?%fTﬁé’ ﬁ, ;asgsssment in an evaluaticn is. the teache\!s reactlan to the |

_ . : .
f'Fx evaluatian; ?herefare teachers weré asked th21r éétigns -

‘;ég_; o ta their evaluatic’s., The results in- Table 10 show . Eaf“

althcugh ma & ”’{_rs welcame the cppartunity to be evalu-_ |

ated there are also many. ‘who are quite anxicus whlle they

'-” .1 '3,are being evaluated; _f ? ) ) _ )
S | Table 10
o Teacher Reaetian to Evaluatian
e V‘Reaéticn T . fNumbér. Percent =
"Wélcame the Qppartunlty to be evaluated_ﬂ~" 13- .°5§51'
'v:cantrelled anxiety e _25[;13 'i  :;ﬂ35%1” :
-;Gutright feaf o R in7ﬁégf VVQﬁ'";ifv b e 1;'Q.;:“1;M f
_Dutright regectian ;f gvaluaticns FA[;f 2 6

jﬁnaffecteﬂ by evaluaticn'f = 7,: » ':'f 9 ;ﬂ24'

Ghan”es in Evaluatian Praeedureé ;

Teachers may be nat campletaly satisfied ‘with part QP o ;

'~__all of tha procedures used in their evalustién .and as a-

result may want - some changes made, The last partian of the .
' questicnnaire was d351gned ta g;ve the teachefs an opportu-
,nlty to spe:lfy the: changes they wauld llke 1n evaluatién

praeédureai: The analysis of the respcnses in Table 11 (see
P . . . 1.




3

that teachers would 1ike ta see arwide %éfi:i“’?!

aﬁggs. In Hrltlng camménts about these prccedures e
teacher favered more diEQUSSlQB fallawing evaluatians, :
'andfanﬁther'urged the use af&a checklisﬁ in evaluatigns;' An

‘ 1nference that can be drawn from ti%s table is that a major-

ity of the taachers favar and even welcame efaluatlcn.‘(kaw—r~

 ;&:3: any teachers hﬂld thé? ShDuld have 1nput in. evalua-:?” B

tian prcceﬂura.é

R A L This csmpletes thg:analysls af the éaﬁa; A summary

:g-Bf Ghapter 3.and the cgnclusicﬂs der;ved framr hapter 3 are

v1§4};¢1;} presented in Chapter Le ; :
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'Merd

N valuaﬁian Pracedures

Changes Teachery: Say They Favgr in  :f;_{_a

) .
7.5 Change

Mora evaluations SRS 5 SR

s evaluations ., - - i Q7.

’i:ifferéﬁt,evalﬁatian'f@f*teach—’.léﬂf SENPR

'ers with mcfe experience-

Evaluatiﬂn by a teacher:. ' &

. ‘committee S s
Evalqatian by the départmenﬁ 6
head- . _ e >

t

Mare time spent on evaluatian -9 ’;Q BTN

Evaluatign by a cbmmittee con- 1
‘sisting of teachers, parents, “
: students, and administratgr - L
i ;pay increases based@an | 5f Yo
evaluatlcns '

No evaluatlens e A T

Teacher input in evaluaticn 22
procedures .

B A T

P ‘Others

Mare abgective evaluatians o 6

Mare aubjectivefevaluatians - i'“7’

Aa

I P PR
VEDOR T -




,:Pracedures uagﬂA

|  ‘dgta are summarized‘
‘f“J[?;.',‘iycl ns derived frcm ‘this study.
| smm ci_F“' THE 'ANALYS_IS OF THE DATA

;.; .i;\

Pt o . ' SR T SR
B RN l'_- The teachers surveyed in this Etudy weré selectad '

'ﬂne fram each schaal at random aut‘éf tﬁe fv

tiﬂnal Directcrv (1975&77).ﬂ Questicnnalrés deal;ng‘with

' eleven aspects Qf-tééchers' exper;ence with and reactians te,

T #

‘;fevaluatian were EEnt:tQ 51xtyathres eachers in’ Nartheasﬁ

) Nebraska——the=area bounded, on. the nsrth and east by the Mis- _f"*'
',f- o souri Hiver, on the sauth by Nebraska highway 91, and on thél-

fwest by Nebraska highgay lA. Fnrty af thexsixty thgggj_

| -Jwrespénded- I ?‘“i RO i A
f _ The results of the anéiysis ‘of the datagcan'be sum_1f¥”l
'Q;fmarized as Iallaws* o RES . o - J
- , _;, 1 Mnat af the téachers wha respanded ‘had been
";;9 lteaahing f@ur or mﬂré years ih‘th91r present schnal RaE

. ¢ Y
2, The number of evaluatlans ranged frgm none to .

~g1;=_, -faur par year_ | | o s
ks . 3;: Thé magarity ef evaluatlans lasted fram flfte&nf




H

;minutes tg ane haur.
L. The mare years Df taachlng experlence a. teacher

vhad the fEWeP evaluatlcns made per year.

-

5. The prineipal wa's usually‘respansible;far;ccné

ductlng evaluatlans.

: 5@1 There were a varlety of forms and procedures

used in evaluatlens,~

T Teachers expressed dlfferent Dpinlans as to the
‘main purpase ‘of evaluatigns. | ﬁ
: ‘ 8. There 15 a positive relatlcnshlp between a teach—
erts.perceptlan cf thé main purpase of evaluaticns and a :
'teacherfs making changes in hiS teaehing techniques after - f
hls evakuatign; . . |

9- Many teachers said th31r evaluations were ngt

£

”Taccurate assessments of their teachlng perfarmance.”

'lD@ Téa:hers are apt to make changas in their teach- .
A

'ing if they aceé§t their evaluatians as being accurate.

3.

11l. Many tgachsrs said evaluators did not spend
gncugh time in evaluating them, but there was na cansensus

as to how much time was enaugh.~

‘ 127 -Most teachers did not camplain that evaluatiana

were used to their disadvantage by administratcrs.v_’
Ty
13. Teacher reactlcns toward evaluatians were gener-
3 ‘ . oo

ally pasitive-<, o o R . e
ikL-? Teaehers u:géd a wide variety of ehanges made in

&
S .

evaluatian pracedures. ’ L f . .

® ’ . = N .
i . 5
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 CONGLUSTONS -
" The analySLS of the data presented in Chapter 3 war-

Qf thls studyf teacher assessments of the;r evaluaticns.

1. ‘There is no agreement amons*teachars as to the

main purpase of evaluations.

e

2, There 13 a positive relatianshlp between tea:hers
who agree that the main purpase af evaluaticn is to Improve

instructian and thcse who make changes in their tegching

_ 3_ A magarity of the teachers do not regard their
evaluations as accurate assessments éf»the;:,peaching per-

formance.

L. Teachers who regard evs: tions. as éecufaté,
assessments=@fltheir,téaehiﬁé perféfmance‘are more likely =
e S
ta make changes in ‘their teaching technlques. _ - AU

5. Althaugh a majgrity of the teachers aay their

ﬁhere 1s no consensus among . teachers as to haw much time

is adequate. - o L 'ﬂ; o ﬁﬁ‘
) o A = ?{
6. Evaluaticns are rarely used by adminiStrutérs ta«iz

the tea:hers' dlsadvantage.

3

7. Teachers exhibit a pa51tive reactiaﬁ tcward

being evaluated.

8. Teachers ask to have more inp@t in evaluation
- ‘ - f ' .

procedures. . B —

;} i; .
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ancluSionsfthét'can be-méde.reléted to ‘the second-

ary purpﬂsea af ‘this paper are: RS

Vducting eva1uat1ans.

E

2- Teachers with more teachlng expefience receive

';ifewer evaluatlons._
-

3. Evaluations’ usually 1ast from flfteen mlnutes to

one hour, - - - T ‘i" ..
) 4. There is no single ngdaminant'férm ﬁééd in
- évalggtiangi- . EERE
T s, The most common ﬁf&gédéﬂes ﬁseaggnjeyaluatians

are (a) unannounced evaluatior, (b) teacher sigﬁature on . °

=

- .evaluations, (c) explanation of evalaatlcn results; and (d)
'fﬁf a cap} of évaluati@n results glven to the teachér.
6. The change 1n evaluatlcn pr@cedures advacated by
,_mast teachers is lncfeased teacher input in evaluatlcn pra—‘

cedureai

w

43

Q;:; o L The princlpal is Chlefly respon51b1a fsr cgn—-( ﬁ;f*:
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i

Dear Colleague: ’/ '

13

‘are being evaluated. In my talks with teachens 1 have found some

- Who are, quite satisfied with thein evaluation, but others who are

not. 1 am atiempiing by means of the enclosed questionnaire o .
- assess teacher opinions of thein evaluations. T plan to use the
data collected as a basis for a graduate nesearch paper T am

N wiiting at Wayne Siate College.

" 1 would appreciate youn taking the time do §ill out this

. questionnaine, Please feel free to add any comments you desine
- and return it An the sekf-addressed, stamped: envelope provided. .
- You can be assured that in my paper 1 shall not Lidentify any
school on teachen. ' ; e

1 shall be grateful §on youn aao'pé,u&oriin my p:z}:ja«;t.

T .§eel that teachers are deeply concerned about'the w@zy they

43
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1. 'Please :he¢k the number cf years taught in your present schaal., @4:
1lst year - ;
- 2nd year
- 3rd year .
4 or mdre

- i

2. How many tlmas are ynu Evaluated in a schgal year?
Once’ — -
Twice ’”
Three

- Four or more

3. 'Which af the fallowing are’ used in Teacher Evaluatiﬂns at yaur Schccl?
Prﬂﬂedure* Teacher and Supervisor Interaction:

Precanference concerning the lesson taught.iseseuaness o P
Postconference cancarﬂing the lesson’ taught.cu.euinnen .,
Date and time of the Evaluation set by teacher........
Evaluative criteria known to teachers......cecvevvuunas
Explanatinn of evaluation resultS....evcurvivnosnneses
Unannounced evaluatians.........i..;aii_........_i;a;g
féaaher slgnature on all evaluatlions..eeeeennersnnnans }

Teacher receives a copy of evaluation results.....o00.

Teacher receives help as a result of evaluatians._....L o

'l

HWWWMUNW#’

Evaluator:

A Principal.c...ciiieeiiiiisiatanniinatniinanerennnnsss
B .Superintendent.......ciiviiniiiiiiiineceneierannnninie :i‘“”
C Department Headw...éceoieiinavinmninnnnnoncavnrnnnsne

. D Committee Of eVAlUALOES..iieeerionseensss .

- Explain: B

Evaluatian Form:
A Open form with written commentg...Qi;...i......,;-..;.’

‘B - Closed form With a check 118t....vevrenesstoceennsesns -
c Ratiﬂg scaleg!!il-!II.lll-l.liiij!!’iv!iiliIlﬁiII!!i'l!l — .
"D Video taped evaluationB..:.cusrevsrssnssnennnnscnsenes - Ed
E cherﬂili-iiiill!iii-l!!liIIIQ!iIlllllliil!!llil!li‘lil .
.~ Explain: ’ ’
Comments : -
'5.» What do you pEfCEiVE -as the main purpose Df evaluatinns? Chegk Dnly one.
‘A Stimulates . teaching staff to imprave iﬂatrugticn.;.._.......-..;7W77
'B. Increases communication between teachers and admiﬁistratafsi..., )
C Improvement of the school facilities and curfitulum..igg;g!i...fﬁ -
D Serves as a means of keeping ''good" teachers and removing .
- paéf Qﬂasiii--iigiigi_iiyga;--tg---iiggiiii-----i--;---l-;i;-g i —
\) ] ’- E Gsher!!iﬂslll!li!l!i!ij!!illililli-j.l?!ii!éi‘i?'i,,iiii-ii--iliii-l7 VI _
[SRJ!: : ' I S E XV




Explain 

.6!

Comments¥

e

Comments:

Comments: St e

B e

Do you feel the esults gf ycuf evaldation aré(ﬁsed&tékyggr
’ﬂisadvaﬂtage? — ' o

45

: ;5 to BD mlnutes!.-!;g{:iiii
30 minutes to 1 hour..._ - .

more than 1 hour....... e o : o,

1 S
PRET S S
i I

Have you made any changes in your teaching practices as a result of

your beifig evaluated?

. Yes ' Né_.“

Dﬂ ycu feel yaur evaluatinn is an accurate assessment Qfézéﬁf teaﬁhiﬁgTj;-
perfarmance? : T v . s :

.No

”DQ you feel yaur aupervisaf spends enaugh ime in'évéluatigg you?

i

N oo

= =

Yeé . ‘No

VI,



L6

1

© 10. Which of the following best deséxgi

- evaluatton? = Vii;ﬁ PR , .

A Welcome the opportungty to beN\évaluated......eassssss
B Controlled anxiety. .’ ;..i.!gzg, ,”;i;.QAQZQ.Q;Q!-;;. L

C- Outright fear.........e... xveercnarsaanrrraas

D Outright rejection’of avaluatin SR sasaid

Ei;Unaffected by evaluatiﬁns..,...

a
- .

11l.  -Which gf the follﬂwing changes wauld you like to see in ycur'v
L Evaluatiaﬂ9 Cghegk as many as yau desire) : ' :

L
3
B b
W
o
W’
L]
<
¥
= )
=
o
"
|,-|-.
Q-
=
I'ﬂ
L]
L]
.
»

i . more expérience.......;;...;.i.;...i.;_g;,,;..;..;...
' : Evaluation by a teacher gommittee.....i.‘;i.....,.._.
Ev luation by the Department Head;;g,_-;-.;.;!iii;gg;
- More time spent on evaluAtion....siseevesensscnsesasin
Evaluatjon by a committee consisting of.....eciveccss
téachers, parents,Astudeﬁts and admiﬂistratinni......

o
@

‘Na evaluati@ns...-......,;_i.....i_!i.....;....._..i.
Teacher .input in evaluation procedures......ceeeesece
More objective evaluations.....ii-ii,!..agi.!.i;;...;f7
More .subjective Evaluatiénsi,!!;__i.i;..-.!.;;;!_...;7W
'Dthers.,A. : :

AL TR R

Additional comménts:

B e S

=

Pleaae return in tha enclgsed eﬁvalgpé as soon as possible, but no later than
Navember 27tb. ' . - o




